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PREFACE. 


FEEL a confiderable degree of reluétance in 

addreffing the Public upon a fubjeét which has 
fo much occupied its attention : and I certainly 
fhould not have undertaken fuch a tafk, if the 
reputation of a man with whom, I am proud and 
happy to fay, I have ever lived in the clofeft and 
mott uninterrupted friendfhip, had not been at- 
tacked in the moft fhamelefs and unjuftifiable 
manner by Dr. Pearfon, in a late publication, 
entitled, “An Examination of the Report of the 
fe Committee of the Houfe of Commons, on the 
** Claims of Remuneration for the Vaccine Pock 


* Tnoculation,” 


As I wifh to be as concife as poffible, I fhall not 
enter into any preliminary obfervations—I fhall 
not follow the example of Dr. Pearfon in his un- 
meaning parade of candor, but I fhall endeavor, 
without profeffiing any very profound refpect 


either for his love of iruth or juftice, fairly to 


Po 
iS 


fig 
inéet him in the field of controverfy, in the full 
- confidence that I fhall be able to expofe the fal- 


lacy of moft of his ftatements. 


Buronrt I took up my pén, I wrote to my friend 
Dr. Jenner, to afk him, whether he intended to 
make any reply to Dr. Pearfon’s invidious attack 
upon his reputation ; his anfwer was (as I expected 
it would be ) that as he had never yet thought it worth 
his while to notice any of his former remarks, he 
fhould now purfue the fame line of conduét, and 


treat his prefent publication with filent contempt. 


Unpir the impreffion of this determination; 
with feelings of the moft affeGionate regard for Dr. 
Jenner, I cannot think it neceffary to make any 
further apology for having thus come forwards in 
his defence. 


Wuerner the Hotfe of Commons will be indif- 
ferent to Dr. Pearfon’s reflections upon the inte~ 
grity of the Committee appointed fo take the pe- 
tition into confideration, muft be left for time to 
difcover. I have, myfelf, no hefitation in calling 
his book a direét libel on its proceedings. 


OBSERVATIONS, é%. 
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EFORE I began to make thofe obfervations on 

the publication of Dr. Pearfon, which will be 

found in the following pages, I thought it proper 

to read a former work of his relating to the fame 

fubjeét, and entitled, “ An Enquiry concerning 
« the Hiftory of Cow-Pox.” 


Upon this I mufi firft be allowed to introduce a 
few remarks; leaving it to the Public to compare 
the violent attempts he has lately made to injure’ 
the reputation of Dr. Jenner, with that foft and 
flattering language, which. he was at that time in- 


duced to adopt. 


Koa) 

Ix page 3, of this work, Dr. Pearfon fays, 
« Perhaps: it may be right to declare, that I 
« entertain not the moft diftant expectation of 
participating the {malleft fhare of honor on the 
{core of facts; the honor, on this account, by 


ce 


the jufteft title exclufively belongs to Dr. Jen- 


ee 


ner: and 1 would not pluck a [prig of laurel from 
“ the wreath that decorates his brow.” Let this be 
remembered, for 1am much miftaken if it will not 
be found, in the progrefs of thefe obfervations, 
that Dr. Pearfon has attempted to pluck more than 
a fprig; and if he has not been able forcibly to 
tear away the whole wreath, he has made a ftrong 
effort to wither it up with the breath of envy and 


detraction. 


In page 4, of his firft publication, Dr. Pearfon 
cives Dr. Jenner the greateft merit “for the in- 
“ dufiry of his refearches, in alcertaining the in- 
“valuable fact of Cow-pox being an effectual 
** preventive of Small-pox ;” and he tells us, that 
the late Mr. John Hunter communicated to him 
the information he had received from Dr. Jenner, 


upon this fubject, abowt nine years ago. Dr. 


ee ee 


Pearfon, himfelf, in his leftures always Pettional 


the ee iiance as reflecting credit upon Dy. 


Jenner, and as a ftx ‘iking proof of his ingenuity; 


but when this declaration was made, the fpirit of 


enmity had not tal ken pofleffion of his mind. 
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Pace 6, Dr. Pearfen fays, “that on converfing 
with Sir George Baker, Bart. concerning the 


Tt 


Cow-pox rendering people unfufceptible of the 
variolous difeafe, Sir George obferved, he had 
been informed of the fame fact, in fome papers 
on the Cow-pox, communicated to him many 
years ago; but, as the ftatement did not then 
obtain credit, it was not publifhed. After a 
fruitlefs fearch for thefe papers, Sir George, 
whole zeal for the improvement of phyfic did 
not forfake him on this occafion, authorized me 


to write to his relative, the Rev. Herman Drewe, 


of Abbots.” 


Dr. P. next gives us Mr. Drewe’s letter, dated 


July 5, 1798, by which we are informed that a Mr, 


Bragge, who inoculated his parifh for the Small- 


pox, charged with a fuperabundance of matter 


ee ok 
three women that had had the Cow-pox, who 
completely refifted the infection; and who were 
not in the leaft difordered, though they conftantly 
affociated with other patients who had been in- 
oculated for the Small-pox with effect. He alfo 
adds, that there were thirteen fimilar inftances in 
the fame neighbourhood. Mr. Drewe then tells 
Dr. Pearfon from whom he received all his in- 
formation, and concludes by faying, “that he had 
«‘ not thought of the matter fince, and that as his 
“ letter on the fubject had efcaped Sir George 
<* Baker’s fearch, fo had many particulars efcaped 
“« his recolle@ion.” Was ever any thing more 
vague or unfatisfactory than all this? Can it be 
fuppofed that Sir George Baker, a man of fuch 
active {cientific enquiry, would have defiroyed or 
miflaid papers *, which tended to throw fo much 


new light on fo important a branch of phyfiology? 


I wish my readers to compare this ftatement 


with that which Dr. Pearfon addueed before the 


* I have heard that Sir George Baker declared he burnt the papers 
defignedly.—A pretty convincing proof of what value they were in his 
eftimation, 


rah. 
Committee, and which he has detailed from page 
17 to 29. | 

Many of the members were firuck with the 
manner in which he produced this correfpondence, 
and more particularly fo when they found that 
Mr. Nafh’s manufcripts, on which he principally 
refted to eftablith a knowledge of Vaccine inocu- 
lation previous to Dr. Jenner’s, did not bear any 
date, although his fon, Mr. Thomas Nafh, in his. 
examination, faid they were written between the 


years 1781 and 1785. 


Here Dr. Pearfon, with 
a fort of triumph, ftops fhort, though common 
juftice demanded of him to ftate the evidence of 
Mr. Gardner, which pofitively proved that Dr. 
Jenner had communicated to him his ideas of 
Vaccine inoculation in the month of May, 1780, 
(fee Report, p. 25.); and, in addition to this evi- 
dence, which wholly fupercedes by priority of 
date the loofe and fufpicious tefiimonies adduced 
by Dr. Pearfon, I muft inform him, that Dr. Jenner 
made the fubjeét a matter of common converfa- 
tion among his friends long before this period. 


I would alfo afk Dr. Pearfon, why this correfpon- 
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dence, which is fo flightly mentioned in his. firft 
publication, {wells into fo much confequence upon 
the prefentation of Dr. Jenner’s petition, and why 
he fo anxioufly labours to convert it into the 
means of depriving him of the merit of being the 
difeoverer of Vaccine inoculation? If truth is to 
dictate the reply, this queftion may foon be an- 
fwered.—We can only refer it. to that {pirit of 
hoftility againft Dr. Jenner’s reputation, which fo 
ftrongly marks all his proceedings ; to his envy of 
the reward which Parliament has fo juftly beftowed _ 
upon him ; and, to that modefly which has excited 
him to affert, that, he and Dr. Woodville had a 
better grounded title to remuneration than Dr. 


Jenner!!! 


As Dr. Pearfon endeavours to attach great con- 
fequence to the manufcripts of Mr. Nafh, on ac- 
count of the accuracy of his Cow-pox experi- 
ments, with which he wifhed to impreis the minds 
of the Committee, to fhew how far they are en- 
titled to fuch credit, it will only be neceffary to 
notice one particular circumftance, which will at 


once place the value of his communications in 


Ua @ 
yather a different point of view to that in which 
Dr. Pearfon has exhibited them, 


Mr. Nafh, when fpeaking of the cafual Cow- 
pox, fays, “ that he has known fome of the inha- 
«« bitants of a houfe where it was, efcape it, dut 


*« none of thofe who lay in the fame bed with the 
« difeafed perfon.” 


Now, if Mr. Nafh found that perfons in an in- 
feGted flate communicated the complaint to others 
by fleeping with them, I can only fay, it ‘is alto- 
gether different to what has ever been expe- 
rienced among the dairy farms in Glocefterfhire. 
Dr. Jenner has clearly and decidedly proved, that 
infe&tion has never taken place in this manner. 
When we are able to invalidate the reprefentation 
‘of fo important a fact as this, I muft be allowed 
to repeat, that it weakens the whole evidence of 
thefe boafted manufcripts, which I always coh- 


fidered as fufpicious fort of teftimonies *. 


* Does the evidence of Mr. Nath eftablith the fat of a fingle in- 
ftance of Vaccine inoculation, as performed by him ?—On what ground 


then, I muft beg leave to afk Dr. Pearfon, can Mr. Nafh be reprefented 
2s an experrenced Vaccine inaculator ? % 


be 
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Let us now compare what’ Dr. Pearfon has faid 
concerning the inoculation of infants, in his laft 
publication, page 86, with what he ftates in his 
firft, page 38. In the laft he informs us, “that the 
“«* Public was principally indebted to him and to Dr. 
« Woodville, for the difcovery of the important fact 
“ of the fafety of infant inoculation.” How does 
this agree with what appears in his firft treatife ? 
In page 38 of which he fays, that “ one of Dr. 
« Jenner’s patients, inoculated with Cow-pox, 
* was only fix months old, who took the infec- 
“ tion; and the confidence of Dr. Jenner, in the 
** fafety and efficacy of the inoculation of Cow- 
““ pox, is unequivocally declared by the inocula- 
“ tion of his own fon, aged eleven months.” 
Dr. Pearfon, in his evidence before the Com- 
mittee declared, that it was not within his recol!- 
leétion that Dr. Jenner had inoculated infants. If 
his memory is of fo curious a conftruction as thus 
to forget its fo recent acknowledgments, it mutt 
be very deceitful indeed! We next remark a quo- 
tation from Mr. Drewe’s letter, which ftands in 
direct oppofition to what Dr. Pearfon endeavours 


to fupport, from a correfpondence upon which J 


ba el 
have before made fome obfervations. Mr. Drewe 
fiiys, << Mr. Bragge and I endeavoured to try the 
“ experiment of inoculation with the matter of 
“ Cow-pox, but from the fcarcenefs of the difeafe, 
“ and the unwillingnefs ‘of patients, we were dil+ 
“ appointed.” Where then are all the boafted 
experiments of thefe gentlemen? What I have 
already faid is fix ficient to fhew the real character 
of Dr. Pearfon ; and I truft I fhall be able to prove, 
in my fubfequent remarks, notwithftanding the 
panegyric which Dr. Pearfon has lavithed upon 
himfelf, that he has by no means improved the 
practice ; that he has not eftablithed a fingle new 
. faét ; and, that he has totally failed in his invidious 


efforts to blaft the well-earned fame of Dr. Jenner. 


I spat now proceed with my obfervations upon 
Dr. Pearfon’s examination of the Report of the . 


Committee. 


Tue very firft page prefents fomething fo in- 
fidious, that it ought not to pals unnoticed: Dr. 
Pearfon fays, “ that he can with truth declare, 
““ Dr. Jenner to be the jirff difcoverer to the Public 
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“ of Vaccine inoculation, agreeably to the ace 
« knowledgment contained in his firft publication.” 
He, then, thinks it neceffary to explain what he 
means by difcoverer to the Public, in which he be- 
trays a moft determined oppofition to Dr. Jenner’s 
claim to originality, as well as to the grounds upon 
which the Committee thought he had founded his 
title to public remuneration. The firft emotion 
which is excited In an ingenuous mind, by this 
hypocritical explanation, muft be a ftrong feeling 
of contempt, but this will be immediately fuc- 


ceeded by the fironger impulfes of indignation. 


Tuouen Dr. Pearfon labours and toils through- 
out his whole book to detract from the propriety 
of all Dr. Jenner’s claims, any unprejudiced per- 
fon will at once perceive, how totally he has failed 
in his defign, and how much he has expofed his 


own want of candor and jue/lice. 


I cannot help frequently recurring to a com- 
parifon of fome of Dr. Pearfon’s own fiatements ; 
and, perhaps, this is the fhorteft way of expofing 


their fallacy. In page 2, of his late work, he tells 


[ <h 7 
us, “that no fat has informed him that human 
«© fociety would have been at this hour in the 
“ poffeffion of the bleffings of Vaccine inocula- 
* tion, had it not been for Dr. Jenner’s publica- 
“ tion of the treatife on the caufes and effects of 
«“ the Variole Vaccine, in June, 1798 *.” Does 
this at all agree with Dr. Pearfon’s remarks on the 
correfpondence of Mr. Drewe,' &c. &c.? Were 
not thefe correfpondencies brought forwards with 
the view of detracting from Dr. Jenner’s merits ? 
There is fomething fo invidious (I had almoft faid 
malevolent) in the whole of this tranfaction, that 
I know not how to employ language fufficiently 
firong to exprefs my reprobation of it. If all 
thefe facts had exifted, as related in thefe letters 
and in Mr. Nafh’s evidence, how are they to be 
reconciled to Dr. Pearfon’s declaration which I 


have juft before recited ? 


Acain; Mr. Nafh declares in his evidence, he 


« had heard from rumor that Dr. Jenner might 


* Does not this confeflion comprize every thing that can be advanced 
upon the fubje& ? and, after fuch a confeffion, are not all Dr. Pearfon’s 
arguments againft Dr. Jenner’s claim Ao originality perfe€tly nugatory ? 
It feems almoft to fuperfede the neceflity of going further into the 
queftion. 
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« have been known to his father ;” thereby in« 
finuating, that he probably derived his firft know- 
ledge from that fource ; but I have the authority 
of Dr. Jenner himfelf to declare, that he never 
knew or heard of fuch a perfon as Mr. Nath, or of 
any of the circumftances here attempted to be ef- 
tablifhed, until they appeared before the Com- 
mittee: and when Dr. Pearfon defcends to bring 
forwards fuch loofe unfounded /uppofition, it 
throws. a degree of fufpicion on all his contra- 
vening evidence. For the Do¢tor’s ewn credit it 
would have been better had thefe papers never 
appeared; and, fortunately for Dr. Jenner, it was 
incanteftibly proved to the Committee that he had 
communicated to Mr. Gardner his general ideas af 
Cow-pox, (and amonglt others, that 1t might pro- 
bably be continued in perpetuity, by inoculation, 
from one human being ta another) previous to the 
time when Mr. Nath attempts to prove from recol- 
le€tion, that certain papers were written by his 


father, 


Any indifferent perfon reading what Dr. Pearfon 


fays, in pages 32, 83, & 34, would he led to fup 


pole that Dr. Jenner claimed the difcovery of the 
fact, that Cow-pox was a preventive of Small-pox. 
I need only refer to Dr. Jenner's firft publication, 
which will fully evince that he never meant to ad- 
vance any fuch claim ;* on the contrary he tells 
us, that the knowledge of this fact is of fo early a 
date,. that the recollection of the oldeft perfons 
with whom he ever converfed could never fix it 


to any particular period, 


In pages 35 and 36, Dr. Pearfon adduces the tef- 
timonies of feveral medical gentlemen refpecting 
the claim of Dr. Jenner to the dilcovery of Vaccine 
inoculation, and he has done this to prove that Dr. 
Woodville and himfelf had both publithed treatifes 
on the fubject, containing lifts of cafes, and that in 
the courfe of their prattice they had difcovered 
fome errors in the theory and opinions firft pub- 


lifted by Dr. Jenner; we are not informed what 


* In a publication of Dr. Jenner’s, on the Origin of Vaccine Inoctte 
lation, in the early part of the year 1801, is the following fentence: ‘‘ Og 
** enquiry the Cow-pox had been known among the dairies time imme 
‘* morial, and a vague opinion prevailed that it was preventive of the 
*¢ Small-pox.” This paper was copied into the Medical and Phyfical 
Journal, {o that the acknowledgment didnot want publicity, .- ’ 
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thefe errors were, but he was afked in the com- 
mittece-room whether Dr. Jenner had retracted 
thefe opinions, and he was reluctantly obliged to 
confefs, he had not. 

Notwitnstanpine the parade which Dr. Pearfon 
makes of his own merits, I do not believe that 
there is any well informed medical gentleman who 
is not ready to acknowledge, that Dr. Jenner’s 
publications contain all the valuable facts which the 
world is in poffeffion of upon this momentous 
fubjeét;* and the modefty with which Dr. Jenner 
firft publifhed his opinions, would be no improper 
model for Dr. Pearfon’s future obfervations. 

In page 38, Dr. Pearfon fays, he has given proofs 
that other perfons had inoculated for the Cow- 
pox long before Dr. Jenner; and he arrogates to 
himfelf no fmall fhare of credit for his candor in 
acknowledging to the Committee, that thefe in- 

* Tuts fa& is corroborated by a paper written by that great and wor. 
thy man Dr. Denman, inferted in the Medical and Phyfical Journal, 


Befides thefe, there are abundant teftimonies of foreign authors, who in> 


cuide thar. 


oculated with the moft complete fuccefs, without any other g 


Dr. Jenner’s firft work on the Variole Vaccine. 
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oculations, and thofe of Dr. Jenner, were inde- 
pendent of each other. I have before made fome 
remarks upon thefe proofs, as Dr. Pearfon pleafes 
to call them. They certainly amount to affertions, 
that fome cafual, unfyftematical inftances of inocu- 
lation had taken place; and admitting this to be 
fo, were fuch experiments inftituted with any 
view to the benefit of mankind? Were they ever 
made public, or did any general good ever refult 
from them? Certainly not ; nor can they be con- 
fidered as in the leaft derogating from Dr. Jen~ 
ner’s claim to public remuneration. I rifk the 
imputation of tautology, but I muft again affert, 
that Dr. Jenner never meant to claim the dif- 
covery of the preventive powers of Cow-pox ; 
thefe powers exifted by the immutable laws of 
phyfiology, they exifted long before Dr. Jenner 
conceived the happy idea of converting the fact 
to public utility by Vaccine inoculation, and long 
_ before Dr. Pearfon ungeneroufly attempted to rob 


him of his well-earned fame. 


Dr. Pearfon has detailed many vague hearfay 


ftories, but not afingle faét that leffens Dr. Jen- 


Cage 
net’s claim to originality, or to the gratitude of 
mankind. That no confequence was attached to 
thofe cafual inftances of inoculation, which Dr. 
Pearfon labours to prove took place previous to 
Dr. Jenner’s experiments, is fufficiently evinced 
by their never having attratted the notice of me- 
dical men; and, more fo, by Sir George Baker’s 
having miflaid or deftroyed papers which Dr. 
Pearfon would infinuate, contained all the valu- 


able knowledge publifhed by Dr. Jenner. 


Pace 38, Dr. Pearfon fays, “ Had I thought fit 
* to have reafoned again{ft the pecuniary interefis 
“ of the petitioner, a fair opportunity was af 
“ forded by the knowledge I poffeffed of many 
* examples of inoculation for the Cow-pock, pre= 
* vioufly to the fevez cafes Dr: Jenner publithed.” 
Here, I prelume, Dr. Pearfon would with us to 
admire his great candor. But can we reafon with 
patience on fuch glaring mif+ftatements? Was it 
poffible to evince a fironger difpofition to detract 
from. Dr, Jenner’s merits than appeared in Dr. 
Pearfon’s evidence, as well as in that which he ac- 


knowledged he excited? or were-more deter- 


Ewes 
mined efforts ever made to imprefs the minds of 
the Committee, that the petitioner was not de+ 


ferving of reward ? 


Ir was fortunate for Dr. Jenner that the Gentle- 
men who formed the Committee were men of ac- 
curate difcernment, and that they were not to be 
mifled by the idle tales related by Dr. Pearfon, 
from thofe {trong imprefiive facts which were ef- 
tablifhed by as refpectable a body of evidence as 


ever appeared upon record. 


Doss the Dr. (according to his general boaft) 
' ground his ftatements on the bafis of faéts, when 
he afferts, that Dr. Jenner publifhed only feven 
or eight cafes of inoculation in his firft treatife on 
the Vaccine difeafe, and that of thefe only four were 
from one human fubjeét to another? or is he more 
correct in his affirmation, that he (Dr. Pearfon) 
‘was the firft who inoculated infants? There cer- 
tainly never was a more grofs and wilful mif-fiate- 
thent, and I need only refer to the work itfelf to 
difprove every one of thefe pofitions; to thew he 
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was not the firft to inoculate infants, and that in- 
ftead of feven cafes, thus invidioufly and errone- 
oufly reprefented as conftituting the whole of Dr. 
Jenner’s experience, a much greater number is 
there recorded.—There are, firft, Cafes 17, 18, 19, 
and 20; then cafe 21 fiates that feveral* children 
and adults were inoculated from the arm of W. 
Pead, one of them an infant fix months old; and 
cafe 22, relates four more diftinct inoculations, 
two of which were alfo infants. Further com- 
ment is unneceffary.. Fortunately for the caufe 
of Truth, temerity of affertion is not always relied 
upon as fact. The man remarkable for one, can 
feldom be depended upon for the other; and, 
really, when we reflect upon fuch ftudied mif- 
repretentations to ferve the purpofe of unmerited 
detraction, we can hardly defift from clofing the 


book with difguft. 


* By feveral children, Dr. Jenner certainly meant to convey the idea 
of a confiderable number; but he did not think it neceflary to {pecify 
their names, the faét he wifhed to eftablifh being clearly proved by the 
preceding cafes; and that this was fo I can {peak from my own 
knowledge, as I was then in conflant habits of intercourfe with him, and 


had an opportunity of knowing all his Vaccine experiments. 


Pe 


Dr. Jenner, witha laudable attention to prefetve 


the new practice from inconvenience, candicly tells 
us in what way it may affect the arms of infants; 
and, having himfelf experienced fome cafes where 
confiderable degree of inflammation occurred, he 
points out feveral fimpie remedies for checking its 
progrefs. In the early fiages of experiment Dr. 
Jenner was, of courfe, alive to every circum fiance 
that might affect the difcovery ; and,.1 beueve it 
is in general pretty well agreed, that it was better 
to have erred a little on the fide of {uperabundant 
caution, than to have rufhed forwards, as fome ad- 
venturous gentlemen might have done, heedlefs of 


every confequence. 


Ir very rarely happens, that in any invention 
there does not remain, after its promulgation, 
fomething to be added, and fomething to be 
amended ; but it was the almoft fingular good for- 
tune of Dr. Jenner, that his jir/f publication was 
fo peculiarly correét, that it afforded the practi- 
tioner nearly all the information neceffary to euide 


him, in the tracklefs path, with perfect fafety. 
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Pace 43, Dr. Pearfon fays, “ that from the time 
* of Dr. Jenner’s firft publication in June, 1798; 
“ he could only imveftigate the hiftery of Cow; 
“ pox, by inquiries among provincial phyficians 
« and farmers, by which he was enabled to con> 
* firm fome of the faéts in Dr, Jenner’s book, to 
« yender doubtful, cr to difprove others, and 
“ to bring to light new obfervations.” Has 
Dr. Pearfon forgotten, then, that he folicited ex+ 
planations, and obtained a very confiderable de- 
gree of information from Dr. Jenner, who. was 
ftrongly cautioned, by many of his friends, from 
holding any communication with him? they knew 
Dr. Pearfon’s character; they knew that he would 
avail himfelf of every thing he could obtain from 
him, and that, upon the bafis of fuch information, 


he would endeavour to build up his own fame. 


I snourp be happy to be informed, what new 
lights Dr. Pearfon has thrown upon the fubjeét, 
or what are the errors which he has detected: ] 
have never heard or read of either one or the 


other excepting what he has himfelf fpeken of 
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in general terms, but of which he has net conde- 


{cended to detail the particulars. 


From page 44 to 84, we obferve a further and 
more extended eulogium which Dr. Pearfon has 
beftowed upon himfelf; but, unfortunately for 
him, it only ferves to place’in a’ frefh point of 
view, his eagernefs in feizing upen a popular fub- 
ject to ebtrude himfelf upon the public, and to 
magnify his own importance without adding one 
fingle iota of knowledge to the difcovery: There 
is, indeed, fo much mifreprefentation,. fo much 
perverfion, ftaining every page of Dr. Pearlon’s 
book, that each new glance awakens fentiments of 
difapprobation, and difcovers freth caufe for the 


fevereft animadverfion. ° 


Pace 85, Dr. Pearfon afferts, that in the early 
part of the practice, Dr. Jenner expreffed fome ap- 
prehenfions, that more inflammation might take 
place upon the arm from Vaccine inoculation, 
than from the Small-pox, and that from commu- 
nications between Dr. Jenner, Dr. Woodville, and 


himfelf, fome fears were entertained refpeting its 
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effects upon infants. There would be no difficulty in 
proving that at this period feveral cafes of very con- 
fiderable inflammation occurred in the experience 
of many medical men, who apphed to Dr. Jenner to 
point out a remedy *; the fame had alfo happened 
in his own practice, and he was naturally 2A XLOUS 
to remove the leaft fhadow of objeétion that might 
exift againft Vaccine inoculation —From this cir 
cumftance Dr. Pearfon takes occafion to throw out 
the moft illiberal reflections, and feizes every op- 
portunity of introducing the words caz/iie and 


efcharot ic, 


In extreme cafes fuch remedies were certainly 
mentioned ; but Dr. Pearfon would have difplayed 
a greater regard to truth, and would have exh 
bited a fairer fpecimen of his candor, if he had 
added what Dr. Jenner further faid upon the fame 
‘fubje&t, which was, that in almoft all cafes diluted 
extract of Saturn was an efficient remedy. In the 


two inftances where cauftics were made ufe of, it 


* Mr. Tierney, furgeon to the South Glocefter Militia, relates, that 
he experienced fome unpleafant cafes of fore arms in the Vaccine inocy- 
lation, and that he was obliged to arreft the inflammation with mercurial 


ointment, one of the remedies which Dr. Jenner pointed out. 
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was with a view toa moft important part of what 
is now involved in the Hiftory of Vaccine inocu- 
lation ; it afcertained that although the puftule was 
removed upon the eighth day by thefe applica- 
tions, yet the patients were found unfufceptible of 
the Smali-Pox. Dr. Jenner’s reafoning at this 
early period of the inveftigation was certainly 
fair, as the ufe of cauftics. in the mild manner he 
recommended them, could fcarcely be faid to 
give pain. When he difcovered, very foon after, 
that more fimple applications anfwered every pur- 
pofe, he embraced the firft opportunity of making 
them rovers. This, again; Dr. Pearfon, with his 


ufual correéinefs, takes no notice of. 


From page 86 to 92, Dr. Pearfon labors to 
prove, that there is no occafion for paying any at- 
tention to the time when matter is taken from the 
puftule for the purpofe of inoculation; although 
‘I believe the general refult of the experience of 
moft medical men has fhewn, that it is much more 
certain in its effecis, if taken as early as the eighth 
or ninth day; and, _ notwithfianding all Dr, 
Pearfon has faid, he will find. that they who. have 
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engaged in this practice, are anxious to take the 
matter as early as the abovementioned periods. Dr. 
Jenner never afferted, that there was any difference 
re{pecting the time, provided the genuine Cow-pock 
pufiule is preduced ; but he is certainly right when 
he recommends it to be taken as early as the eighth 
day, according to the printed direciions which he 
has fo long circulated. Dr. Pearfon, himfelf, will 
fearcely be fo hardy as to deny this; and Dr. 
Woedville in his letter to Dr. Pearfon fays, “he 
“ never ufes any matter unlefs it be perfectly fluid.” 
In this Dr. W. ought certainly more fully to have 
explained what he meant, for if he confiders this 
as the only teft, I will venture to aflert it may often 
prove avery deceitful one, as matter may be taken 
in a fluid ftate at fo late a period as will rarely pro-~ 
duce the real Vaccine difeafe. In this fame letter 
an attempt is made to throw a degree of ridieule 
and difcredit upon the evidence of Dr. B, and Mr. 
KK. becaufe they {peak of virus taken at an impro- 
per ftate of maturation, producing a fpurious 
fort of difeafe, both in Cow-pox and Small-pox. 
This potent letter, as Dr. Pearfon terms it, will, I 
think, lofe fome of its perfuafive charms, if we 
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vefer to thofe cafes adduced in Dr. Jennet’s pub- 
lication to prove, that a fpurious diieafe may be 
_ produced by inoculating with variolous matter 
taken under particular circumftances. Nothing 
can be more conclufive upon this point than Mr. 
Earle’s letter, publifhed in Dr. Jenner’s fecond 
dyeatife, wherein he ftates, “ that out of five pa- 
“© tients inoculated with fuch matter, and who had 


** an eruptive difeafe which deceived Mr. Earle 


a 


himfelf, four of them took the Small-pox in the 
“ natural way, one of whom died, and the other, 
** being cautioned to avoid the chance of infeétion, 
“ efcaped the difeafe through life.” If Dr. Pear- 
_ fen withes for more fatisfacttion on this point, let 
-him confult Mr. Kite’s Effays, or let him liften to 
othe teftimony of half the medical world upon the 
dame fubject. 


I neave Dr. Pearfon to reconcile thefe facts with 
-his own and Dr. Woodville’s doGtrinée.” If further 
evidence be wanting, I can quote a cafe which oc- 
curted about two years fince at a farm houfe at 
vArlmgham, in the county of Glocefter, where a 
boy had been inoculatéd with variclous matter, 


F 
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and had been covered with eruptions; but, about 
twelve months afterwards, fome of the fame fa- 


‘mily having the Small-pox, he caught the difeafe 


and had a moft fevere burthen. 


Dr. Pearfon would perfuade the world, that Dr. 
Jenner’s defcription of the Vaccine pufiule tends 
rather to miflead than to point out its true cha- 
raéter, and that what he has afferted refpecting 
its refemblance to the variolous is incorre&t. This 
is an additional inftance of Dr. Pearfon’s incon- 
fiftency, for we have only to refer to his own plate 
for a full exemplification of fuch refemblance ; 
and, notwithftanding the cenfure he has beftowed 
on Dr. Jenner, he has himfelf exhibited the Vac- 
‘cine pock, No. 5, which I beg leave to point out 
as being very much like the variolous in its early 
{tate. 


Ir would be an unneceffary wafte of time to at- 
tempt a refutation of Dr. Pearfon’s arguments on 
this head, as almoft every account that has been 
publifhed in different parts of the kingdom, bears 


, ample teftimony of Dr.Jenner having fully efta- 
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blifhed all the facts on which his opinions and ob- 
fervations are founded; and every well-informed 
practitioner agrees that the plates of Dr. Jenner, 
in his firft treatife, characterize the Vaccine puftule 
completely in many different fiages. It only ex- 
cites our furprize and admiration, how he could 
have given it fo corre¢tly at that early period of 
the enquiry. 


Dr. Pearfon’s next charge is of a different na- 
ture, and he has managed it with fome dexterity : 
he afferts that Dr. Jenner fent matter to Dr. Odier 


of Geneva, which produced the {purious Cow- 


pock. 


Dr. Jenner, as I have been well informed, did 
fend matter to Dr. Odier, and had the fatisfaQion 
of hearing that it completely anfwered the pur- 
pole, and that it was the fource from which he 
commenced a feries of experiments. Inftead, then, 
of his having fent fpurious Cow-pock matter, as 
Dr. Pearfon plainly afferts, the fa is, that Dr. 
Odier’s firft inoculations were from matter tranf- 


mitted from Vienna; but, this having deceived his 
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expeiations, he wrote to Dr. Jenner, who imme- 
diately fent him the virus on which he prebkably 


founded all his further effeétive inoculations. 


A satisractory apology is due to Dr. Jenner for 
fo palpable a mifreprefentation ;. but we can 
fcarcely expect this from Dr. Pearfon, who has 
twifted and diftorted almoft every fact to his pres 


judice. 


Pace 104, Dr. Pearfon wifhes to imprefs.us with 
an opinion, that he and Dr. Woodville were the~ 
firft practitioners who properly difcriminated the 
Cow-pock and Small-pox puftules *. A very mo- 
deft affurance truly! Why did Dr. Jenner take fo 
much pains, and put himfelf to fuch expence with 
the plates in his firft treatife, if it was not to con 
vey. the moft correct idea of the characteriftic of 
the Vaccine puftule? In every refpeéct they. are 
certainly fuperior tothe boafted reprefentations of 
Dr. Pearfon. | 

* Both Drs, Woodville and. Pearfon, in their early correfpondence 
with Dr, Jenner, {poke of the refemblance of the Vaccine puflule to the 


variolous!!! What, medium they have lately feen through I believe I 
need not explain, | : 
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Pace 104 and 105, Dr, Pearfon- infifts: upon it; 
« that to the acutenefs of Dr. Weodville, the pub- 
“ lic are indebted for its knowledge of the cha- 
« yacteriftic properties of the inoculated Vaccine 
« pock, and that the obligations to him can only 
‘“« be appreciated by confidering that he was led ta 
“ expeci from Dr. Jenner’s account a quite dif- 
« ferently appearing pock from that which the 
«“ world knows to be the fat.”  'Thisis boldly 
fpoken ; but can it be fuppofed fora moment that 
Dr. Jenner, who for many years had io attentively 
ftudied the nature of, and fo clofely watched 
the progrefs of the difeafe, fhould have been ig- 
norant of that which was fo effential to convey a 
juft idea of-it. I muft here take leave to inform 
Dr. Pearfon, that long . before himfelf or Dr, 
Woodville publithed any book upon the fubject, 
or, perhaps, before either of them knew of fuch a 
difeafe as Cow-pox, even by name, Dr. Jenner had 
explained to me, and.to. feveral. of his friends, 
all the different.appearances of the Vaccine puf- 
tule, and there aré alfo many medical men to 
whom Dr. Jenner fully defcribed the particulars of 


its rife, progrefs, and termination. I prefume, 
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then, that no perfon can doubt Dr. Jenner’s ability, 
to give as accurate an account of it, as either Dr. 
Pearfon or Dr. Woodville, even after all the in- 
formation they have obtained from Dr. Jenner 


himfelf, upon which they certainly founded their 


own obfervations. 


Bur Dr. Pearfon again repeats, and ftill perfifts 
in the affertion, that “ until Dr. Woodville de- 
* feribed the Vaccine puftule the world was not 
* accurately acquainted with it;” and he adds, 
“ he wonders fo important a matter fhould have 
* efcaped Dr. Jenner’s notice, who was fo much 
« interefted in the propagation of the true Vac- 
« cina.” In the fame page he alfo attempts to 
prove that Dr. Jenner’s reprefentation of the Cow- 
pox puitule, in his plates, was almofi ufelefs, and 
makes Dr. Jenner, himfelf, fay, that it exactly re- 
fembled the Small-pox. How abfurd is this affer- 
tion! Are the Cow-pox puftules, as drawn by Dr. 
Jenner, exactly like thofe of the Small-pox? If 
they are not, it fufficiently expofes Dr. Pearlon’s 
falfe and illiberal f{tri€tures upon this part of the 
fubject. 


| eg 

Dr. Pearfon next attempts to caft a degree of 
ridicule upon what is denominated /purious Cow- 
pox; but this isa mere cavil on words, and de- 
ferves no reply. Every medical man fully under- 
ftands what Dr. Jenner has written, to guard prac- 
titioners from ufing matter which would not pro- 
duce the fpecific difeafe ; and, notwithftanding all 
the acumen which Dr. Pearfon affumes upon this 
occafion, he will find it difficult to perfuade them 
that Dr. Jenner’s diftinétion was unnecefiary. I 
conceive that Dr. Pearfon attempts herea nice dif- 
play of his logical and philological kill, rather 
than any thing elfe. 


Paczs 112, 113, Dr. Pearfon further fays, that 
“ it feems Dr. Jenner was unable to give a verbal 
« defeription of the Cow-pock, as it appears from 


tt 


inoculation, owing to the paucity of inflances 


a 
my 


(about feven cafes only having then fallen un- 
“der his obfervation) when he publifhed his 
“ work ini798.” He then attempts to fhew how 
much more accurate he has been in his obferva-~ 


tions, by an exemplification of his own elegant? 


fis: BR" f 
plate. Whether Dr. Jenner was able to give a ver= 
al defeription of the Cow-pock puftule, I leave 
the public to judge after what I have before -ob- 
ferved. N perfon capable of fo accurately de- 
fining it by various drawings, one would naturally | 
fuppofe might be able to give fome fort of de- 
feription of it'in language; and, if Dr. Jenner 
thought it fo exactly like the Small-pox, why are 
his plates m fuch direct oppofition to his de- 


{cription ? 


Bur to put the matter at a fair iffue, I will trou 
ble my medical readers to compare Dr. Pearfon’s 
plate with thofe of Dr. Jenner, and let them de- 
cide, which has given the beft and moft acctirate 
delineation of the Vaccine puftule. Will Dr. Pear- 
fon have the goodnels to inferm the public why his 
drawing is made to reprefent the areola as more 
extenfive on the eighth dav than on the ninth; 
and, again, more florid on the eleventh than on 
the tenth? Iam bold to affirm, that Dr. Pearfon’s 
drawings are by no means juit repréfentations of 


the Vaccine puftule an its different ftages, . 


t=) 

In a note, page 114, an occafion is fought to 
yeflect on Dr. Jenner, for having faid that the in- 
oculated Cow-pock fo much refembled the Small- 
pox, that a furgeon declared he could not perceive 
the difference. A curfory reader would naturally 
imagine, from this reprefentation, that Dr. Jenner 
had afferted this as a general principle, than which 
nothing can be further from the real fact. This 
well felecied quotation of Dr. Pearfon had only a 
reference to particular cafes, and was meant to 


fhew that fuch fimilarity fometimes occurred. 


. Tus inoculated Cow-pock puftule is, confeffedly, 
not always uniform in its appearance, and many 
infiances have happened, at certain ftages of it, 
when it would require a nicely difcriminating eye 
to difcover that charatteriftic difference,. which 
Dr. Pearfon fo firenuoufly maintains, exifis upon 


all occafions, - 


. Pacs.1i¢é, Dr. Pearfon again refers to the time 
of taking matter for the purpofe of Vaccine ino- 
culation, and he tells us that the dire&tions of Dr. . 
Jenner, not to exceed the eighth or ninth day, are 


. FE 
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hurtful ccutions, ¥ truft 1 have faid enough before 
to be fufficiently convincing, that Dr. Jenner's 
precautions were by no means unneceffary, and 
how they can be hurtful I leave to Dr. Pearfon’s 
ingenuity to make appear, and to his eloquence 
to defcribe. Dr. Pearfon acknowledges if the 
matter be purulent it cannot be depended upon; 
why then does he clamour about inoculating at a 
late period, when, at.any rate, it is more likely to 
become fo? Abundance of facts concur to prove 
that Vaccine inoculation from matter taken in a 
very advanced fiate has not produced the fpecific 
difeate, although it has occafioned a mock Vaccine 
pufiule, local infammation, and conftitutional af- 
feCion. Dy. Jenner is entitled to the beft thanks 
of the public, for the nice diftinctions he has 
pointed out between the fpurious and the perfect 
Vaccine puftnle-—diftinctions of the utmoft impor- 


tance to the fafety of thofe inoculated. 


Norwitustanpinc Dr. Pearfon decries Dr. Jenner 
for his precautions in this refpect, yet he himfelf 
affumes, that as a proof of his own great attention, 
« he was not unmindful, in_his extenfive corre- 


«* fpondence, that matter fhould not be taken at 
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“ too advanced a ftage, or when fome adventitious 


*« change had taken place.” Obferve Dr. Pear- 


fon’s confiftency in this particular infiance. 


Paces 118, 119, and 120, Dr. Pearfon devotes 
to the remarking upon the circumftances attending 
the firft Vaccine inoculation in the Smal!l-pox 
Hofpital. There is {till fome degree of myitery~ 
in this bufinefs. It is an acknowledged fact that 
many patients had variolous-like eruptions, and 
from what caufe thefe originated yet remains to 


be explained. 


In a pamphlet publithed at this time by Dr. 
Woodville, there were fome pofitions which, if 
they had been true, would have annihilated Dr, 
Jenner’s theory. Dr. Jenner afferted, that neither 
variolous-like puftules, nor contagion by effluvia, 
belonged to the Cow-pox. Dr. Woodville told 
us we were to expect both. Dr. Jenner replied, 
and ina mild, gentleman-like manner fupported 
his firft opinions. Dr. Wocdville foon after pub- 
lifhed his recantation ; but, I am forry to fay, not 


in language the moft gracious or good-humored. 
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Dr. Woodville was dilpleated with Dr. Jenner for the 
obfervations he had made upon thefe inoculations. 
Whole realonings were moft juft, fubfequent faéts 
have pretty well determined. Certain it is, that 
they produced fome fevere animadverficns upon 
Dr. Jenner’s theory, that the Cow-pox was not an 
eruptive difeafe ; and Dr, Pearfon, reafoning upen 
thefe and other eruptive cafes, in the creation of 
which he was more immediately concerned *, was 
firongly difpofed to doubt the truth of a pofition 
which further experience has proved was perfeétly 
correct, | 


Pacer 121, contrafts the affertions of two writers 
upon the effects produced by matter taken at a late 
period, which Dr. Pearfon makes ufe of to intro- 


duce a long note, with a bit of morality prefixed, 


Tre ftatement of both thefe writers I am in- 
clined to think may be perfeétly confiftent. M. 
tells us, that “he has inoculated with fufficient 
-© fuccefs with matter when the areola was fully 


“¢ formed ;” and the other correfpondent fays, that 


* Ar Petworth and many other places. 


tC wea 
ut a certain undetermined period, but always'at 
a late one, the Cow-pock virus is capable (he 
does not fay that it neceflarily does, but it is copa~ 
ble) of producing morbid and phagedenic ulcers. 
The firft gentlemen may have inoculated with fuf 
ficient effeét at the period he fiates, but furely this 
does not prove that it may not be more prudent 
to take the virus a day or two earlier; and the 
latter may reafon from matter taken in a ftate of 
purulency, which probably would preduce the 
confequences he mentions. If Dr. Pearfon had 
reflected a little upon this, his note and obferva- 
tions might have been fpared. The Rev. George 
Jenner’s experiments, publifhed in the Medical 
and Phyfical Journal, decidedly prove the line of 
conduét every inoculator ought to purfue, as far 


~ 


as refpeéts the ftate of the pufiule. 


Pacer 128, exhibits another cavil upon words, 
- Dr. Jenner having faid, that the Vaccine fluid is 
capable of undergoing a decompofitien ; Dr. Pear- 
fon objects to the ferm, and attempts to affix a de- 
gree of ridicule upon it; for the fame reafon he 


again drags forward the term /purious puflule. I 
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prefume not upon a fufficiency of chemical know- 
ledge to enable me to determine whether Dr. 
Pearfon is right or not in this inftance refpeéting 
the decompofition of matter. The expreffion cer- 
tainly conveys an idea perfectly intelligible; but 
if it fhould not be ftriétly correét, Dr. Pearfon 
might have diffented from it in a more handfome 
manner. Unfortunately, liberality is by no means 
the characteriftic of the Doétor’s publcation, 


Pacrs 127, 125, 129, and 130, contain certain 
queftions, which I fhall reply to as briefly as I am 


able *. 


ift. “ Wnetnrr the petitioners dire€lions, con- 


€ 


“ 


cerning the time of felecting matter, are not 


é 


«, 


contrary to facts? and, if fo, whether by thus 


6 


oy 


introducing error the progrefs of the hiftory has 


“ not been impeded >” 


In reply to this I would obferve, that I truft it 
has been abundantly proved, that Dr. Pearfon has 


* Ir I abridge Dr. Pearfon’s queftions, I will endeavour not to ine 
jure the fenfe, I do it only to fave time. 
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by no means made out his cafes of error; and Dr. 
Denman, a man remarkable for the accuracy of his 
obfervations, has remarked, that every thing valu- 
able in the hiftory of the Vaccine difeafe has pro- 
ceeded from Dr. Jenner. 

ed. “ Wuerner the term fpurious Cow-pock has 
“ not been productive of miftakes and falle no- 


“ tions?” 


Tis is beyond my comprehenfion; medical 
men perfecily underfiand what Dr. Jenner meang 
by the term fpurious Cow-pock ; and, if not every 
way correét, it fufficiently conveys the meaning that 
was intended: but, notwithftanding all Dr. Pearfan’s 
acumen, I do not yield this point. Does not Dr. 
Pearfon know, that Cow-pock virus itfelf may pro- 
duce upon the arm a puftule containing Vaccine 
matter and capable of conveying the Vaccine dif- 
eafe to others, and yet that the perfon on whom 
this was produced will not be found to have re- 
ceived that impreffion from it, which gives fecurity 
to the conftitution from the Small-pox? Is it not 


alfo Jometimes exaétly the fame with the Small- 
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pox? To the latter I can fpeak pofitively in thé 
affirmative from experience in my own family, and 
for the truth of the former we have the affertion 
ef many practitioners. What then are the puftules 
fo produced? certainly /purious Vaccine and fpu- 


rious variolous. 


3d. © Wueruer pointing out the fources of ani+ 
« mal matter, which on inoculation would pro+ 
* duce fpurious Cow-pox, is not nugatory in cafe 


* the difcriminating charatter of Cow-pox had 


€ 


ray 


been defcribed ; and as undeferibed, the account 


€ 


" 


of thefe fources would not be adequate to pre= 


£ 


Fy 


vent miftakes, into which practitioners would 


€ 


® 


ever fall.’ 


Twave only to repeat, that Dr. Jenner did not 
only point out the improper fources of animal 
matter, he defcribed, by his very accurate plates, 
the charatteriftic appearance of the Cow-pox puf- 


tule *, and in all his varied correfpondence he 


* Dr. Jenner’s plates exhibit every effential flage of the Vaccine puf- 
tule, as well as that which was derived from the Horfe, after having 
paffed once through the human {ubjed, . 


pay 


made ufe of every precaution to prevent the in- 


troduétion of thofe errors, which the nature of a 


noyel practice made the inexperienced inoculator 


liable to commit. 


4th. © Wueruer fome of the effeats imputed to 


the fources of fpurious Cow-pock are merely 


imaginary, or, at moft, but varieties: fuch as 
“when the Cow-pox puftule has degenerated into 
an ulcer (to which ftate it is often difpofed to 
pais if not timely checked) I fufpeét the matter 
poffeffing very different qualities may fooner or 
later be produced, and although it may have 
paffed that ftage wherein the fpecific properties 
of the matter fecreted are no longer in it, yet 
when applied to afore (as in the cafual way) 
it might difpofe that fore to ulceration, and, 
from its irritation, the fyftem would probably 
become affected, and thus by affuming fome of 
its ftrongeft characters it would imitate the ge- 


nuine Cow-pox.” (Jenner’s Further Obferva- 


tions, p. 7.) “ On the rock of experience, firft, I 


ce 


muft contradict the affertion of the pronenefs of 


i. sein 


Cow-pock to degenerate into ulcer *. Secondly, 


(<3 
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I fay that nothing but Cow-pock matter ever 
“* produces any pock which by its refemblance can 


‘ impofe upon an experienced eye, and will be 


ray 
ran 


confidered as the Cow-pock.” 


In anfwer to the firft part of this ftatement I 
will dare affirm that the experience of fome of the 
moil reipectable praclitioners of the Vaccine in- 
oculation has proved, that the effects imputed to 
it by Dr: Jenner, are not fo imaginary as Dr. 
Pearfon would wifh us to believe: but as to va- 
riciies, as Dr. Pearlon has not thought proper to 
inform us what he means by that term, or to what 
he would confine it, I muft confefs myfelf un- 
abie to comprehend its application, and_there- 
fore fhall not attempt to contend with fuch fo- 


phiftry. 


To place the matter in as favourable a point of 
view for himfelf as poffible, he gives us a partial 
* Dr. Jenner was here {peaking of the difeafe when communicated 


toa cafual pre-exifting fore immediately from the Cow. Dr. Pearfon 
well knew this, although he has thought pioper to reprefent it otherwife. 


[Ease J 
quotation from Dr. Jenner’s work, and fuch a one 
as no doubt he imagined would. beft anfwer his 
purpofe. Dr. Pearfon is very expert at this fort of 
practice, which is fully evinced by the many gar- 
bled letters he has publifhed of Dr. Jenner’s on 


former occafions. 


Dr. Pearfon fuppofes his footing to be firm on 
the rock of experience; but, although he has 
chofen his pofition, I think I fhall be able to prove 
that he does not ftand very fecure there. It is 
well known, that at the commencement of Vaccin- 
ation, the arms were often fo much inflamed as to 
create fome degree of alarm, and it is a circum- 
fiance not altogether unworthy of notice, that it 
fhould have occurred more frequently at that time 
than it has at any fubfequent period. We know that 
when milkers receive the infe@tion from the Cows, 
their indifpofition is generally more fevere than 
that which takes place in the inoculation from one 
human fubjeét to another. Large ulcers are often 
the confequence of fuch cafual infection, and the 
virus may probably be rendered more mild after 


having paffed feveral times through the human 
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conftitution. This I think is the only fatisfattory 
way in which we can account for the fact of fore 
arms being fo prevalent in the firft ftages of Vac- 
cine inoculation, and for their having almoft en- 


tirely difappeared fince. 


I must be allowed to differ from Dr. Pearfon’s 
next direct affertion, “that nothing but Cow- 
“ pock matter ever produces a pock refembling 
“« the Cow pock.” Many inoculations have taken 
place, where a pufiule has been produced which 
has fo far impofed upon the inoculator, and his 
medical friends, that they have been doubtful whe- 
ther it might not be pronounced genuine and ef- 
ficient, but when for their more complete fatis- 
faction the patient has again been inoculated, they 
have difcovered their firft opinions to have been 


erroneous. 


5th. “ Wuerner the not defcribing the Vaccine 
“ pock, the not noticing the day of the pocks re- 
« prefented by the plates, and the alledged precife 
« refemblance of the Small-pock to the Cow- 


* pock, were the occafion of the miftakes among 


| 
«© the inoculators for the new difeafe, and of the 


« impediments in practice ?” ‘ 


I trust I have before fo completely reftited 
every thing contained in this infinuation, that I. 


need not here make any remarks upon it. 


6th. “ Wurturr there is any evidence of the 
* petitioner having difcovered any new method of 
* preferving Vaccine matter, or of any new mode 


& of inoculation 2” 


‘I po not think it neceffary to tranfcribe any more 
of this queftion, as the latter part contains only the 
affertion, that he (Dr. P.) difcovered a new method 
of preferving and tran{mitting matter. I believe 
Dr. Jenner’s mode of fending the virus between 
two pieces of glafs was an invention of his own, 
and it is at preient confidered equally effica- 
cious with any that has been adopted. The iden- 
tical matter with which the firft Vaccine experi- 
ment was made in London by Mr. Cline, at Dr. 
Jenner’s defire, he told us had been kept in a vial 


upon the end of a quill for more than three 
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months. What Dr. Pearfon means by a new mode * 
_of inoculation I cannot conceive; indeed this is 2 
fubject too trifling to dwell upon for a fingle 


moment. 


7th. “‘ Wuertuerr the reprefentation of great in- 
“ flammation in the inoculated part was fubfe- 
““ quently found to exift as ftated, and whether 
“ the applications recommended by Dr. Jenner 
« did not impede the new practice >” Dr. Pearfon 
tells us that Dr. Woodville found but one inftance 
of the inoculated part ulcerating, and he adds, that 


his own obfervations confirm this doctrine. 


To this queftion I fhall only reply, that the ex- 
perience of other practitioners has been different 
from that of Dr. Woodville and Dr. Pearfon. I 
{peak from knowledge when I afiert, that inflam- 
mation does, even now, occafionally arife among 
the laborious poor, and that fometimes it is at- 


tended with ulceration; but in almoft every in- 


* This, like many other things, appears the creation of Dr. Pearfon’s 
own brain.—It would be ridiculous in any man to fet up a claim of fue 
perior merit in the mere operative part of the praétice, when this matter 
is fo well underftood by every intelligent medical man in the kmgdom. 
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{tance which I have feen it has been quickly fub- 
dued by the fimple means pointed out by Dr. Jenner. 


Ir is difficult to follow Dr. Pearfon through all 
his meanderings ; he is fometimes, from the natural 
refult of his own arguments, obliged to allow Dr. 
Jenner fome {mall degree of merit, but he always 
does it with a very ill grace, and takes care, at the 
fame time, to attack him at all points upon which 


he founded his claim to remuneration, 


In page 133. Dr. Pearfon reluctantly allows, 
** that Dr. Jenner did make certain communica~ 
** tions, for which the public are indebted, to him;” 
but he immediately adds, “ that the number of in- 
« fiances was {mall, and the teftimonies far from 
« being fufficient to command affent.”” The only 
deduction you can draw from Dr. Pearfon’s pre- 
mifes, are, that to himfelf alone the world is in- 
debted for all the fatisfaction it has received upon 
the Vaccine fubjeéct. 


Dr. Jenner’s publications are the beft reply to 


fuch arrogant pretenfions; and, notwithftanding 
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the boaft of Dr. Pearfon’s’ refearches, there was ~ 
certainly very little information in his firft pam- 
phlet but what he derived from Dr. Jenner 
himfelf. 


In pages 135, 136, 137, 188, and 139, Dr. Pear- 
fon labours to affix a degree of cenfure upon Dr. 
Jenner, for having afferted that a perfon may have 
the Cow-pock after going through the Small-pox; 
and, again, that the fame perfon may have the 


Cow-pock more than once. 


Dr. Jenner, in his firft publication, has fully 
proved, that the cafual Cow-pock may be taken 
by perfons having had the Small-pox ; and alfo 

that in the fame way, they might again and again 
be infefted with ‘the Cow-pock, although com- 
monly * in a lefs violent degree than would take 
place in a perfon who had never been infected 
with either of the difeafes f. 


* Dr. Jenner fays, he has feen the fecond difeafe the moft violent. 


+ Wui Le this publication was in the prefs, I was informed by Dr. 
Jenner that he had recently inoculated an infant from a puftule on the 
thumb of Mr, Cother, furgeon of Cheltenham, which went through all 
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In page 135, Dr. Pearfon modefily affures us, that 
Dr. Jenner was completely ignorant of the whole 
matter, not being at that time even acquainted 
with the diagnoftic charaéter of the Vaccine pock. 
It would be an infult to common fenfe to make 
any obfervation upon fo ftrange an affertion, 


which could only have preceeded from the pen of 
Dr. Pearfon, | 


ty pages 147 to 151, are detailed the opinions of 
feveral medical men, as well as of fome of the 
members of the Houfe of Commons, refpecting 
the facrifices which Dry. Jenner had made in profe- 
cuting his enquiries, and in making the refult of 
thofe enquiries public. The manner in which Dr. 
Pearfon has made thefe communications, and his 
liberal notes of admiration!!! I fhall leave every 
perfon to make his own reflections upon; but when, 
after all this, he fays in the next page, “ that his 
* own. feelings, and his apprehenfions of being 
« fufpeéted of invidious motives, prevent his eX- 
its flages in the moft correét manner, and was in every refped as perfed 
a Vaccine puftule as ever he faw. The child which was inoculated 


from it had the difeafe in each arm corre@ly. Mr, Cother himfelf 
iad the Suiall-pox in his infancy, 


H 
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“ amination of thefe ftatements;” gravity itfelf 


can fcarcely forbear a f{mile. 


Dr. Pearfon leaves his friends to judge, after 
perufing the hiftory of Vaccine inoculation, whe- 
ther the eftablifhment of it depended upon Dr. 
Jenner’s changing his mode of life, and the place 


of his refidence. 


Tux confidence his prefence infpired, and the 
fatisfaction expreffed by all ranks of people in 
London, are the beft evidences of the propriety, 
as well as neceffity, of his determination in this re- 
fpeét. It was, certainly in the firft inftance, much 
againft his own inclination, but he felt that he 
owed fomewhat to the opinion of his friends in the 
country, who thought he ought to attend to the 
urgent invitations he was daily receiving from 
fome of the moft eminent medical chara¢ters in 
town. They knew the Vaccine caufe would be 
moft effentially ferved by Dr. Jenner’s refidence in 
London, and, with this conviction preffing upon 
their minds, they prevailed vpon him to vield to 


their intreaties. It was, no doubt, a mortifying 
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circumftance to Dr. Pearfon, and evidently excited 
fome of that fplenetic humor fince manifefied in 


his life and writings. 


Tu generous, undifguifed manner in which Dr. 
Jenner made his firft Vaccine communications, luf- 
ficiently protects him from the fulpicion of having 
ever entertained any idea of making a private, in- 
dividual advantage of his difcovery ; but Dr. Pear- 
fon’s reafonings upon it furnifh an additional proof 
of his determination to fubftra&t every particle of 
merit from him. He denies that which almoft 
every man in the kingdom befides himfelf fully 
admits; and, notwithftanding all his ingenuity, I 
am confident he will not make many converts to 
his opinion, *that confiderable emolument would 
not have arifen to Dr. Jenner, if he had made an 
entire myftery of Cow-pock inoculation. I am 
-fanétioned in this fentiment by the evidence of 
many of the firft medical men as delivered before 
the Committee. It is only the {pirit of oppofition 
that makes Dr. Pearfon himfelf deny the faét; as 
nothing could have been more eafily effected, had 


Dr. Jenner deviated, but in a fmall degree, from 
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that upright line of conduét which he has purfued 
fo honorably to himfelf from the commencement 


of his purfuit. 


Nrver was the integrity of any committee fo 
directly impeached, nor ever was the common 
fenfe of all the Members of the Houfe of Commons 
fo reflected upon,. as they have been by Dr. Pear- 
fon, in his unwarrantable attack upon their deter- 
mination refpe€ting the petition of Dr. Jenner. 
His chagrin tranfports him beyond all bounds of 
decorum, becaufe the Committee did not acknow- 
ledge his merits to be equal, if not fuperior, to Dr. 
Jenner’s; and his difappointment prompts him to 
make affertions that {trict integrity fhould difdain. 

| | ess 

Dr. Pearfon avers, that the Gentlemen who 
formed the Committee were friends to Dr. Jenner; 
(only one of whom, I prefume, he means to except, 
as to him alone he offers up the incenfe of flattery.) 
Mr. Banks’s wifdom, he fays, was conf{picuous in 
admonifhing the Houfe of Commons of the duties, 
they owed to the public, and in explaining that the 


Report ought to be confidered as a partial repre- 
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fentation. He does not give the Houfe credit evey 
fer common underftanding, for he afferts, that their 
arguments were mere echoes of the Report, which 
Report, in point of hiftorical fact was incorreét; 
and that their further information could only be 
derived from ftatements which were confidered ag 
the exaggerated account of friends to the pecus 
niary interefis of the petition, Here is juftice and 
candor with a vengeance! But how will Dr. Pears 
fon defend himfelf when I tell him, that Mr. Banks, 
whom he fo much extols at the expence of his col 
leagues, was the very gentleman who drew up the 
Report, and who filled the Chair after Admiral 
Berkeley had quitted it through indilpofition. 
This is a circumftance, I prefume, that Dr. Pearfon 
muft have been entirely ignorant of, from his fes 
vere cenfure of it, and the compliments he payg 
Mr. Banks, whilft the opinions of the other mem= 


bers are treated with fuch contempt. 


Pacrs 159 to 162, contain a recapitulation of 
what Dr. Pearfon had before fo fully dilated upon ; 
and Ido not feel myfelf called upon to go over the 


fame ground with him again, as I have replied to, 
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atid, I truft, have controverted almoft every fiate- 
ment which they contain. Dr. Pearfon appears to 
be greatly hurt becaufe Dr. Jenner did not come 
forwards with an acknowledgment of fervices to 
him and Dr. Woodville ; but Dr. Jenner’s friends 
thought the Vaccine inoculation had been better 
promoted by other praétitioners, and he could not 
feel much delicacy towards a man who had arro- 
gated fo great a fhare of merit to himfelf, and who 
had, in all his publications, endeavoured to imprefs 
tipon the mind of the public, that little merit of 
any kind attached to him. | 


Berors Drs. Woodville and Pearfon fancy them- 
felves the early promoters of Vaccine inoculation, 
let them cooly and difpafiionately review their own 
conduct. Let them both refle&t on their having 
fent out variolous inftead of Vaccine matter, and 
the fhocking confequences that followed. Let 
the former confider the abfurdities of his firft pub- 
lication, and the check that it immediately gave, in 
—all.direGtions, to the new practice, by reprefenting 
Cow-pox as giving variolous-like puftules in 300 


cafes out of 500, and by falfely reporting it alfo 
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to be contagious, Let the latter cooly confider 
(if he is capable of cool confideration) the effet 


of his reafoning upon the Petworth cafes, &c. &c. 


ir may not, perhaps, be confidered as entirely 
unworthy of remark, that Dr. Pearfon fhould have 
been the only medical man examined whofe evi- 
dence went to deprive Dr. Jenner of the credit of 
his difcovery. I wifh I could afcribe his conduct 
to thefe honourable motives which he repeats fo 
often he was alone attuated by. As long as Dr. 
Jenner favored Dr. Pearfon with his perfonal com- 
munications and correfpondence, all the invidious 
workings of his mind were ftifled, but as foon as 
his charatter was unfolded to Dr. Jenner; when 
fome circumflances occurred which made it a point. 
of common prudence to break off their intimacy, 
then the real difpofition of Dr, Pearfon was dif- 
played in the moft glaring colors. In his corre- 
fpondence, both in this and foreign countries, he — 
fcarcely mentions the name of Dr, Jenner; in thefe 
communications, his own merits are alone confpi- 
cuous; and, had all our knowledge been confined 
“to this correfpondence, we fhould have fuppofed 
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that to Dr. Pearfon alone was the world indebted 
for the bleffings of the Vaccine difcovery. | 
' Forrunatery for Dr, Jenner, the moft refpect- 
able medical men in the kingdom were in poffef- 
fion of all the fa&s, and Dr. Pearfon’s condu& was 
teprobated in the manner it deferved *. His con- 
duct before the Committee I have before noticed ; 
‘and his examination of the Report will be a ftand- 
ing memorial fo what artful fhifts a man can have 
¥écourfe, to fupport opinions which are in no re- 
fpeét founded upon fatts; for, in fpite of all Dr. 
Pearfon’s envious attacks upon Dr. Jenner’s repu- 
tation, the world is fatisfied that to him, and to 
him only, it is indebted for a difcovery the moft 
important that was ever made in phyfiology; and 
his name will defcend to pofterity with all the ho- 
tiors if fo juftly merits, while a very few years 
will involve that of Dr. Pearfon in its nativé ori- 
ginal obfcurity—an obfcurity from which it pro- 
* Why did the name of his Royal Highnefs the Duke of York, 
- which fo glaringly appeared upon the walls of the houfe appropriated for 
Dr, Pearfon’s inoculation, fo fuddenly difappear? Why; alfo; did not 
Lord Egremont accépt the Vice Prefidency of this Vaciné inflitution ? 
Fis is a long ftory. The Dr. will certainly never tell if himfelf; ne@ 
Piali F tell i for him, It is well andérftcod by the public. 
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bably would never have far emerged, had he not 
availed himfelf of the lucky incident which Dr. 
Jenner's genius threw in his way. 

Dr. Pearfon has not only impeached the inte- 
grity of the Committee, but he has feverely cen- 
fured the grounds on whieh the Houfe of Com- 
mons voted Dr. Jenner his remuneration; he 
eharges the Members with partiality, and afferts 
that they did not fee the queftion in its proper 
point of view: that the Committee was not com- 
petent to examine into the merits of the petition, 
end that a tribunal of medical men only could, with 
propriety, have decided upon it. I really want my 
own underftanding enlightened to enable me to 
difcover any thing in this petition which a man of 
plain common fenfe might not eafily comprehend ; 
it is neither encumbered with technical terms, nor 
is the matter of it involved in any myftery: and I 
will venture to fay there is not a fentence in it 
but muft have been perfeétly intelligible to every 
member of the Committee, without any great 
{iretch of his mental faculties. Many of the firft 
medical charaéters in London were brought for- 


aS 
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wards upon this examination, and many more of 
equal refpc@ability were ready to have giver | 
fimilar teftimonies, if the Committee had noi been 
fatisfied. 


Dr: Pearfon fays, there was no contravening 
evidence befides his own, and what he brought 
forwards; but, I prefume, he does not mean to 
infinuate, that any unfair means were ufed to fup- 
prefs fuch, for J will be bold to affert, there never 
was any queftion more feverely fcrutinized, or 
where more time was given to afcertain the juftice 
of the grounds upon which the merits of the peti- 
tion refted. What Dr. Pearfon calls contravening | 
evidence appears in fo fufpicious a guife, that it 
only ferves to expofe the defigns of the authors of 
if and not to invalidate, nor even in the leaft de- 


gree to weaken the force of Dr. Jenner’s claim. 


Apmirat Berkeley, who filled the Chair in the 
Committee till he was obliged to refign it through 
indifpofition, fpoke. afterwards on the Report in 
the Houle of Commons to the following effeét: 


« That in the invefligation of a matter fo impor- 
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tant to mankind in general, it was not thought 
right by the Committee to confine their ex- 
amination to the petitioner’s evidence alone, as 


is ufually the cafe, but to fift out any matter 


‘that could make againft it. This conduct, which 


certainly may appear rather to bear hard upon 
the petitioner, has proved a matter of freth 
triumph to him; for, although we. defcended 
to fift out information from every anonymous 
letter—though we. raked the very kennels for 
infoamaation againft this practice, all that we 
weye enabled to get is pomted out at full length 


in the Report; and, fuch were the explana- 


tions in thofe very cafes—fuch were the. tefti- | 


monies againft that evidence, that if Dr. Jen- 


ner’s difcovery could receive additional luftre 


from this fort of enquiry, it’ certainly has 


‘done fo.” 


Ir muft certainly have been highly gratifying 


to Dr. Jenner to hear fuch fentiments expreffed, 


and the debate which took place in the houfe, 


~muft have been flattering, indeed, to his feelings. 


- How thefe things operated on Dr. Pearfon’s mind, 


his own book will beft explain, 
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I courp extend my remarks much beyond what 
I have done, but I fhould only tire the patience of 
my readers; I could have pointed out numerous 
other inftances where Lr. Pearfon has mifrepre- 
fented iaéts ; and I could have more fully expofed 
his invidious difpofition. I have, however, thought 
it, better to confine myfelf ta fome of thofe 
glaring mif-ftatements which affeét the moft 
material part of the queftion; and, in doing fo, I 
could not avoid contrafting Dr. Pearfon’s former 
and prefent opinions which reft upon matter of 
fact, that the public may determine what degree of 
credit is due to a man who fo far forgets, or rather 
fuppreffes, what he has himfelf before written and 
publifhed upon the fame fubjeét, that there is 
fcarcely a circumftance unconnected with his li- 
bellous attack upon the integrity of the Com~- 
mittee, but ftands in almoft direct oppofition to 


his own former admiffions and affertions. 


T nave, as far as poffible, avoided declamatory 
cenfure and perfonal abufe ; I have endeavoured to 
_meet the Doétor on his own ground, and have con- 
fined myfelf to the difcuffion of a few material 
points---points which he himfelf has brought un- 
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der review, and which he proudly maintains reft 


only on the baiis of truth, 


Treave. unnoticed the pedantry of his learned 
quotations, and poetical allufions: the drift of 
them requires no explanation: but I cannot avoid 
making fome remarks on the manner in ,which 
Dr. Pearfon has attempted to arreft the attention 
of his readers, by fubjoining an index to render 
more confpicuous thofe particular parts where he 
imagines he has beft elucidated his own merits, 
‘and detracted from thofe of Dr. Jenner. This ar- 
tifice is wholly unworthy of a man who writes 
upon a {cientific fubjeét, who makes a profeftion 
of fo much candor, and who affirms, he is actuated 


by no other motive than his love of truth and juftice. 


But let genuine candor decide, whether truth 
and juftice can be that man’s motive, who feeks 
to degrade the character of another, whofe claim 
to public regard has been fo univerfally fanctioned. 
It was referved for Dr. Pearfon, alone, to be the 


open antagonift of Dr, Jenner. 
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Wuen we reflect upon the number of medical 
characters of the higheft eminence and refpeé*a- 
bility, who have rendered Dr. Jenner the meoft 
unqualified tribute of applaufe for the merit of 
his difcovery---when we obferve them unite in ex- 
prefiions of the warmeft efteem for his diftinguifh- 
ed genius, and for his fingular philanthropy--- 
when we reflect that the legiflature has fanctioned 
this public opinion~--when we remark that this 
opinion is that of the whole world, we muft pity 
the man whofe fond felf-love inclines him to fup~ 
pofe he was actuated by truth and juftice in his at- 
tack upon {uch a chara¢ler.. 


APPENDIX. 


5 sae fending the foregoing fheets to the prefs, 
“~~ T have read the remarks made upon Dr. Pear- 
fon’s publication by the Critical Reviewers, in their 
Journal for Oftober latft; and as the article bears 
firong internal evidence of being written by 
one of Dr. Pearfon’s partial friends, I fhall take 
leave to make a few obfervations upon it. To call 
it a review of Dr. Pearfon’s book feems almoft ri- 
diculous, it is rather a feeble attempt to fhew that 
the public reward has been mifplaced, and that the 
_ Greater portion of merit for all that has been done 
_ to eftablifh the Vaccine inoculation, is due to Drs. 
"‘Woodvillé and Pearfon. 
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Tue reviewer, as though he felt fomewhat con- 
{cious of betraying a f{pirit of party hoftile to Dr. 
Jenner, endeavours to anticipate the charge by 
obfervations which are defigned to imprefs us with 


a belief that he wifhes only to elicit truth. 


Wuen he tells us that it does not become him to 
fay that the legiflature has decided improperly, but 
thatamoreminute difcrimination would have avoid- 
ed a few of the objections which malice or preju- 
dice may raife, we are not at alofs to divine his 
opinion; but there is certainly a great degree of 
arrogance in any man’s calling in queftion the de- 
cifion of Parliament founded on the Report of one 
of its Committees, beforé which every evidence 
was invited and adduced that could poffibly eluci~ 
date the fubjeét, and which was above all defigned 
to prove, whether Dr. Jenner had or had not a well 
founded claim to remuneration. The petitioner 
certainly did not claim his reward as réprefented 
by the reviewer, for having difcovered that a dif+ 
eafe called the Cow-pox may be communicated to 
the human frame, thereby fecuring it from the at¢ 


tack of Small-pox. Ihave ftated page ¥2, of my 
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book, what was the particular difcovery of Dr. 
Jenner; and I will not do the reviewer fo much 
injuftice as to fuppofe him ignorant of the real 
merits of it—This is too much in the f{pirit of Dr. 
Pearfon’s partial quotations. The claim would, 
indeed; have been fallacious if it had refted on 
fwch a foundation. It was the happy application of 
the fact, and his making public all the phenomena 
belonging to Cow-pox, which entitle Dr. Jenner 
to the eternal gratitude of mankind; and what 
confufion would have taken place (confufion, per- 
haps, which would have long fufpended the blef- 
fings we enjoy from. the difcovery ) had he not fo 
clearly pointed out the difference between the 
puftule which produces the preventive effect, and 


that which does not. 


Amos all the difcoveries that were ever made 
in any branch of fcience appear fimple and ob- 
vious, and we are furprifed how they could have 
lain fo long concealed from the obfervation of 
mankind. Dr. Wm. Hunter, when {peaking of the 
difcovery of the circulation of the blood, ob- 
ferved, that it was.a curious circumfiance, when 
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the. anatomy of the moft minute parts of the hus 
man. body was fo well known, that this fhould have 
lain hid, “ till the keen glance of Hervey hit upon 
« it.’ Now Dr. Pearlfon, many years ago, men= 
tioned, in his lectures. (as E have before noticed), 
that Mx. Joli Hunter had: communteated to him 
the information he had received upon the fubject 
of Cow-pox from Dz. Jenner; and it appears ra= 
ther curious that neither the keen glance of Dr. 
Pearfon, nor of any other medical gentlemen, 
who have oppofed Dr. Jenner's claim to originality, 
fhould have penetrated the myftery which has fince 
been fo completely deyeloped. by him. 


The reviewer purfues a train of reafoning which 
.I muft be allowed to term: unfair and invidious, 
It was not “ becaufe he thought he fhould be lefs. 
« refpected in Glocefterfhire,” that Dr. Jenner 
went to London, but that fome of the London 
practitioners were daily committing blunders, and 
that many of the firft medical’ characters, who 
knew with what candor and liberality he was al 
ways accuftomed to make his communications; 
thought his prefence abfolutely neceflary to the 


eftablifhment of the praétice. The liberal remark,, 


ae 

* that the few cafes recorded by Dr. Jenner might 
“ have been obferved while running,” is only a 
paraphrafe of Dr. Pearfon’s ftatement; it is one 
of his fentiments in a new drefs: but I have 
fatisfattorily proved that thefe cafes were not fo 
limited as Dr. Pearfon has falfely reprefented, and, 
certainly, whether Dr. Jenner is to be confidered 
as “a public benefactor, or a difcoverer of the 
* firft magnitude,” will not reft on the opinions. 

either of Dr. Pearfon or the Critical Reviewer. 

H 

How far the value of his exertions have been 
increafed by the improvement of his fucceffors we 
are not informed. We are told by the reviewer 
that it is fo, but the quo modo 1s left unexplained, 
as are alfo the circumftances which he fays he has 
- ftated to prove that the practice would have funk 
into oblivion, if it had not refted on the fecure 


bafis of more extenfive and clearer obfervation *, 


* Lert us refer toa learned and fagacious writer on this fubje@, who, 
~ after a careful review of it, feals his opinion with his name: ‘It appears 
** to me that none of the fa&ts or obfervations mentioned by Dr. Jenner 
“« have been difproved or refuted; and that no, information has been 
*© gained on any material point by all that has been written upon the 
¢* {ubje&t fince the publication of his firft treatife.’” DENMAN. 
Med, and Phyf. Journal, vol. mi. p. 294, 


/ 


[? seus 
What follows is full more extraordinary and more 


unfounded, “ Dr. Jenner having fiarted the fub- 


« ject and purfued it fomewhat carelefsly, left it 


—< 


- and his refidence feemingly {plenetic and angry, 


« having dropped the foundling, he feemed dif- 


* 


‘ pleafed that any one fhould have cherifhed and 


ON 


‘ fupported it.” Iam fatisfied that the reviewer 
has too great a regard for his own charaéter to 
make fo ferious a charge againft any man ettie 
out fuppofing he had fufficient grounds to juftify 
himfelf in doing fo. I hope, then, he will par- 
don me if I tell him that he has been grofsly de- 
ceived in the whole of this reprefentation. In 
the firft place, I affert from my own knowledge, 
that the fubject was never purfued carelefsly ; it 
was the object of Dr. Jenner’s unremitting at- 
tention, excited all his indufiry, and wag pur- 
fued by him with unceafing care and anxiety. 
I myfelf was again and again called upon to witnefs 


the progrefs of the difcovery *; and from that day 


* THE reviewer will excufe my ufing this term againft his decided af- 
fertion ; but if he would read with an unprejudiced mind the feries of Dr. 
jenner’s publications on this interefting fubje&, I will venture to fay he 
would, ‘in future, view the origin and progrefs of Vaccination in a very 
different light to that in which at prefent it feems to appear to him; he 
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to the prefent moment his whole time has been fa 
much engaged by it, that every other confider- 
ation in life has funk before it. The founding, as 
the reviewer is pleafed to call it, was never 
dropped or deierted, it has always been the child 
of Dr. Jenner’s fondeft hopes, and fo far from be- 
ing {plenetic and angry when it was noticed by 
the world, he was never fo highly gratified as when 
he found it patronized by men of talent and 
genius. 

Tur review comprifes fo many of Dr. Péar- 
fon’s particular doctrines and opinions, that I can+ 
not help being confirmed in what I have before 
remarked, refpefting the fource trom whence it 


either dire€tly or indirectly proceeded. 


Tuat the Cow-pox will fometimes affeét thofe 


who have had the Small-pox, I can pofitively affert; 


has, probably, formed his opinion of the condu& of Dr. Jenner from 
the writings of Drs. Woodville and Pearfon, both of whom have de- 
fignedly held it up in a diftorted point of view, and both have totally 
omitted a whole feries of inoculations publifhed in Dr. Jenner’s fecond 
treatife. Thefe inoculations commenced in November or December, 
1798, and by this omiflion much important information upon various 
points is by them withheld, 


L v0 J 
for fince my firft obfervations were made upon Dr, 
Pearfon’s book, I have known a perfon inoculated 
for the Cow-pox, who received the infeétion both 
locally and conf{titutionally, although fhe had be- 
fore, in a moft unequivocal way, had the Small- 
pox. I particularly mention this fac as a caution 
to the reviewer, not too haftily to adopt the affer- 
tions and opinions of others upon a fubje& which 
may be fo eafily fubmitted to the teft. of experi+ 


ment *, 


Tuer reviewers two next declarations are equally 
unwarrantable, and I can only lay them to the 
fame account of rafhnefs with many others which 
mark this extraordinary attack. He fays the fug- 
geftions of phagedenic ulcers following inocula- 
tion, and of a fpurious Cow-pock f, are equally 
unfounded ; we cannot be at a lofs to conjecture 
the authority we are to be referred to for thefe 


affertions; but as to the latter, even his favorite 


* Tuts has been fully explained in a letter written fome years fince 
by Dr. Jenner to Dr. Pearfon, as appears by Dr. Pearfon’s publications. 


+ I defy either the reviewer, or Dr. Pearfon, to fhew me that Dr. 
Jenner has ever faid, that fuch was not diftinguifhable from the true 
kind. 


eee 


tui 
Dr. Pearfon, although he objects to the term /pu- 
rious, yet he has, under certain fancied limitations, 
admitted the fa&t. As to the former, I have mylelf 
been a witnefs to many inftances of very bad fore 
arms in the early part of the Vaccine practice ; and 
the Rev. Mr. Colborne of Stroud, in this coynty, 
who had. two of his children inoculated, was fo much 
alarmed at the ftate of one of their arms, that fur- 


ther medical affiftance was called in, and he de= . 


clared to me, that he would never have another 


child inoculated with Cow-pock matter. This. hap- 


‘pened at a very early period; and long before 


either Drs. Woodville or Pearfon had. interefted 
themfelves concerning it *---I lament the delicate 
fiate of the reviewer’s nerves, which occafions his 
feeling fo much difguft at the idea of the Vaccina 
being derived from the horfe’s heels, but when he 
goes fo far as to affert, that whether it is fo or not, 
it can have no connection with the fubjeéi, I can 
only exprefs my aftonifhment that any perfon, 
fuppofed to deliver the fentiments of fo learned a 

* Dr. Jenner at this time certainly adopted fome powerful fpecific aps 
plications, as the fureft means of checking violent inflammation—He very 


foon after difcovered that Goulard’s Extra of Saturn anfwered every 
purpofe, and this fact he immediately publifhed. 
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fociety, fhould have made fuch a declaration tipon 


fo curious a phyfidlogical queftion. 


Tur experiments: which have been inftituted. to 
afcertain the fact of the Vaccine difeafe deriving 
its origin from this fource, have very fatisfa€torily 
proved the truth of the theory *; and Dr. Loy, of 
Aiflaby, in Yorkfhire,, in his late treatife, has: re- 
moved moft of the doubts which before éxifted +; 
but the great partiality manifefted by the reviewer 
for Drs} Woodville and, Pearfon, loudly calls upon 
theifriends of Dr. Jenner to maintain for him that 
pre-eminence which they know he is fo jufily en- 
titled tos 


Ir the opinions and obfervations of the reviewers 


had appeared in any other publication, I fhould 


* By the more early admiffion of this fact, diftant nations might have 
been long fince in poffeflion of. the prophyla@ic, although they have 
hitherto been difappointed, in the receipt of matter. from this country, in 
& proper ftate for’ communicating the cae difeafe. 


+ Tam only farveited that Dr. ‘Loy’ s publication has not been niore 
noticed in-any of the late treatifes upon Vaccination ;. the fimple narrative 
of fakts arifing from his experiments is certainly very, interefting, and if 
the reviewer had feen the book, Lam fure he would have fpared his ob- 
fervations upon this particular points 


Ba. 
have confidered them as totally unworthy of re- 
mark, but when I refleted on the weight and con- — 
-fequence which generally attach to every thing 
proceeding from fuch a fource, in juftice to my 
friend, Dr. Jenner, I could not let them pafs un- 


noticed. 


Tae value of fuch publications no man prizes 
higher than myfelf; and theis increafed circulation - 


proves how much they are eftimated by all the 
country. | 


Tury certainly diffufe a vaft deal of knowledge 
~—they are the arbiters of public tafte, and I fin- 
cerely lament to fee an article made fubfervient 
to party and prejudice. 
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